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Elena Miller

State Oil and Gas Supervisor

Depariment of Conservation :
Division of O, Gas and Geothermal Rescurces
801 X Street, MS 20-20

_Sacratbento, CA 95814-3530

Dear Ms. Miller:

L am pleased to transmit to you a copy of the California Class. Il Underground Injection Control.

_(UIC) Program Review final report (Final Report) dated June 2011 and EPA’s ﬁndmés and

recommendations. As you know, EPA utilized a conittact with the Horsley Witten Group to
conduct an evaluation of California’s nnplementamorr of the Class T UIC primacy program. The
goals of this program evaluation were to review how the California Division of Oil, ias, and

* Geothermal Resources (DOGGR) oversess and manages the permitting, diilling; operation,

maintenance and plugging/abandonment of Class IT UIC wells in the State, and identify program
implementation recominendations. The Final Report i mcorpomtes addmonal mater1a1 that was
provided to EPA i early June 2011 from your staff, *

EPA supports the tecommendations that are hsted in Section 5.0 Recommendatmns in the Fmal
Report, 1 annclpate that sothe of the recommendations may require state regulatory revisions
and others can be addressed through proceduirel clarifications and modifications. In paiticular, I

want to hlghhght the followmg program {Ieflclenmes that requu'e more 11m'ned1ate attentmn and
resolution:

“Federal Definition and Protection of Undergromzd Souice of Drmkmg Water -
(USDW): DOGGR UIC regnlations and primacy documents do not clearly require
- the District Offices to protect USDWs to the federally-defined standard of 10,000
" mg/L total dissolved solids {TDSY in the permitting, construction, operationsand
abandonment of Class 1T injection wells. -Protection of potential drinking water
~ soutees which fall between TDS Jevels of 3,500 mg/L — the level tecognized by the

State’s fegulations as “fresh water” — and 10,000 mg/L is essennal for DOGGR to
demon.strate as a federal UIC pnmacy agency

- ZLoneof Endangermg Inﬂu ence (ZEI) and Area of Review (AOR): EPA’s- review
found that ZEI determinations are not being petformed for injection wells flroughout
the state and AOR analyses are based almost exclusively on a fixed quatter-mﬂe
radius approach, Whereas the fixed radius approach may be appropriate for some
injection wells, there are others where this approach will not adequately capture the
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- 'MQ&M sata, Also, we are interested in follow

full extent of pwssure mﬂuences from the: injection acuwty (e, ﬂ:he ZE]Il
calculated, would. éxdeed a quarter~m1]le radius around the Weﬂ) and will ieqmre an.-

‘expanded AOR. . , S : |

- -Step Rake TestsMaXimum A.llﬂwahie Stwface Pressures Both (‘alﬁforma and
federal UIC regulations mandate that maximum surface injection pressure must be
lowsr than the fracture, pmssure of the injection zone. ]EIc:wvevm:9 EBPA’s review found
that for most Class 1T injection’s wells and well fields oyerseen by DOGGR the
fracture préssure of tlié injection zone is determined by an estimate of the formatiomn
fracture gradient, rather than from'a well or. fmldffmmammuspemfm step-rate test .

& RT) that would yield a more accurate measurement'of fracture ] prossure, Moreover,

even in instances where a SRT was performed, DOGGR allowed operatofs 16 use

. only surface pressure measurements, rather than the imore accurate combllﬂatmn of
surface aud bottom—hole maasuremant o A
Addmgnaiiy, ‘the final wport mcludas recommendamions for DOGGR to ensure that ﬂ:ha State 8.
Class ¥ UIC program meets all federal requirements. These recommendations mquest
clarification, improved procedures, apd consistent stanidardized impleméntation pertaiting o
several aress including UIC Staff. OQualifications; Annual PIQ]ect Reviews; Mechauidal Tntegtity

“Surveys and Testing; I;tasigaaotmns and Comphauce!ﬂnforcement Practices and o Bls,j! fdle Well -

Planming and Testing Program;. Fimancial Responsiblllt}f Reqmremants, and ?iuggmg and

- Abandonment Rezqmremem;s. . L ' _

l W@ request tha‘a‘: Yol pr@vide,s TPA Wlth an action plan (Pla:n) Ihat addresses the above noted
deficiencies and othetaveas for Improvement 1dell‘t1f16d in the Fmai qurt Sectmn 5, 0 -
' Rccqmmen&aﬁagzs bjf Sepii¢rnber t, 2@11 a

As parﬁ @f’ the H@‘ Wiil:ten Gmup s research and collactmn of materials to conduct the

' - oy staff provided anl agency 1 memorandu entifled Under groud Inj éction
amy Bxpectations (Expectations: Meino), signed by you and dated May 20,

8 some: of: the pmgram dafmxenm.cs discussed in EPA’s Fmajl Report

Additio fsﬂy, aﬁer révicw of the Final Repert oy staff reahzed that a dlscussmn of DDGGR‘
@éﬁm & and pversight prmeﬂures for Class IF sluiry-fracture irjection was not. included iri the
qaa@ﬁﬁmmaa&e witheh the Horsley Witten Group nséd to cellect information for this program
peviaw, die to EPA's error, - As we are still intetcyted in this topic, my staff plans to reach out to

saciyof the District Ofﬁc:as to- lgarn more sbout Class 1 applications of shury-fracture injection
up with the appropriate District Offices on

standing rodterial which. the Final Regiout identifies, including the. 11m1ted nse of
' {f@mpres s@d Baﬂtbm&e for pluggmg and abané@mnem procedmes in- Dlstrnct 4,
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" Enclosure

“We look forward to any ieedback you have of the Final Report and the submxttal of your Plan to

address the recommendations for program improvement, Once again, [ wish to extepd my

sincete thanks to you and your staff for supporting this effort, and for the cooper atlop. and-

resources all six District Offices provided to the Horsley Witten Group in respondmg to the
Questmnnmres hostmg S’ll'.e visits, and conductmg follow-up as requestcd

Sincerely,

}@%ﬁhﬁm@r l

Ground Water Office

cc:  Rob Habel, Deputy Oil and Gas Supervisor
.. District Deputies, Districts 1-6







